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operational oversight that (a) includes peri-
odic safety audits of flight operations, train-
ing programs, and maintenance and inspec-
tion; and (b) emphasizes the exchange of in-
formation and resources that will enhance
the safety of flight operations. (Class II, Pri-
ority Action) (A–94–205)

Based on the safety recommendation data-
base, that recommendation is still in an
open—acceptable action status. While we
were pleased with the initiatives outlined at
the Safety Summit (and we should point out
that we participated in the Summit), the full
intent of the above recommendations has yet
to be met.

The Board recognizes that some of the con-
cerns it had with code-sharing arrangements
between U.S. carriers can also exist in code-
sharing arrangements between foreign-based
carriers and U.S. carriers. The Board will
thoroughly consider such issues should they
arise in the Board’s investigations and we
will issue recommendations should they be
warranted.

CONTROLLED FLIGHT INTO TERRAIN (CFIT)

The FAA stated that ‘‘CFIT and approach
and landing accidents are major safety
items. . . .’’

Comment.—From the time that EGPWS
was first certified (Oct. 1996), it took FAA an
additional 2 years to issue the NPRM. We are
not aware that a final rule has been issued.

ENHANCED GROUND PROXIMITY WARNING
SYSTEMS

The FAA stated ‘‘The Korean Air Lines
Boeing 747 was equipped with a GPWS that
provided appropriate and timely terrain
warnings to the flight-crew.’’

Comment.—This statement is not correct.
The KAL Boeing 747 GPWS did not provide
any terrain warnings to the flightcrew be-
cause the airplane was in landing configura-
tion. Only radio altitude call were given by
the GPWS during the accident flight.

The FAA stated ‘‘At the time of the Guam
accident, the EGPWS was not only not cer-
tified for the B747, it was also not available
from the manufacturer.’’

Chairman Hall stated that at the time of
the accident EGPWS was ‘‘not certified for
that model aircraft’’ (referring to the KAL
747–300). Chairman Hall merely stated a fact
and was not implying that FAA inaction was
to blame for the lack of an EGPWS on the
accident airplane.

AIRPLANE RECORDERS

The FAA stated ‘‘To date, the FAA be-
lieves that close to 30 percent of the affected
U.S.-registered fleet (aircraft with 10 or more
seats) is in compliance with new require-
ments.’’

Comment.—Thirty percent is considered a
modest accomplishment when it is noted
that most newly manufactured airplanes de-
livered since 1998 meet or exceed the new pa-
rameter requirements, and that 226 Boeing
737s were retrofitted by one airline, namely
Southwest, accounting for most of the retro-
fits. Therefore, the bulk of this 30 percent
figure can be attributed to newly manufac-
tured airplanes and one airline’s aggressive
retrofit program.

The FAA stated ‘‘. . . 95% of the U.S. B–737
fleet is either in compliance or in the
progress of complying with the rule.’’

Comment.—At this late date, the Boeing
737 operators should be in the process of
complying with the new FDR requirements.
It is the Board’s understanding that ‘‘being
in the progress’’ can mean that an aircraft is
simply scheduled for a retrofit as much as
two years in the future.

The FAA stated ‘‘Administrator Garvey is
working with the Air Transport Association
and the individual carrier’s CEOs to ensure
early compliance for a major portion of the
carrier fleet.’’

Comment.—The Metrojet Boeing 737 that
experienced a rudder incident near Balti-
more—Washington International Airport was
scheduled to have a C-check in March 1999,
but was not scheduled to have the FDR up-
grade until 2001. This does not reflect early
compliance.

The FAA stated ‘‘FAA is initiating an ac-
celerated rulemaking effort to mandate in-
creased recording time (2 hours). . . .’’

Comment.—This statement is accurate. A
Rulemaking project has been initiated and
FAA staff assigned. NTSB staff has been in-
vited to participate in the rulemaking effort,
and thus far, Safety Board staff have had
four meetings with FAA staff on this sub-
ject.

The FAA stated ‘‘Since January 1998, prac-
tically all transport category aircraft have
left the production line with a 2-hour re-
corder installed as original equipment.’’

Comment.—While this statement is gen-
erally true, we are aware of at least one air-
line’s labor agreement with its pilots re-
quired them to remove the 2-hour CVRs and
replace them with the solid-state 30-minute
CVRs.

AIRFRAME STRUCTURAL ICING

The FAA stated ‘‘The NTSB comments
may leave the impression that the FAA has
done very little to respond to airframe icing
safety.’’

The Safety Board does believe that the
FAA did very little to address airframe
structural icing until after the ATR–72 acci-
dent at Roselawn, Indiana in 1994. Since
then, the FAA has worked with industry, pri-
marily through the ARAC process, to ini-
tiate several important efforts that will
eventually reduce the risk of flight in icing
conditions. Chairman Hall acknowledged
these recent ARAC efforts in the Board’s tes-
timony.

‘‘With regard to FAA responsiveness to
NTSB icing recommendations, Chairman
Hall in silent with respect to the numerous
Roselawn safety recommendations.’’

Comment.—Chairman Hall mentioned both
the Comair and the Roselawn accident rec-
ommendations in his testimony, and ac-
knowledged that the FAA’s ARAC efforts
and icing conferences are ‘‘in response to
those recommendations.’’

The FAA stated ‘‘The FAA has completed
numerous actions which directly respond to
airfame icing safety.’’

Comment.—The Safety Board acknowl-
edges the FAA actions cited in Adminis-
trator Garvey’s response.

The FAA stated ‘‘The original rec-
ommendations were superseded with a new
recommendation A–96–54 which is classified
as ‘Open Acceptable’.’’

Comment.—Chairman Hall’s testimony
correctly states that the original 1981 safety
study recommendations remained in an
open-unacceptable status for 15 years. It is
also correct that the original recommenda-
tions were superseded with a new rec-
ommendation, A–96–54, which is classified as
Open-Acceptable. The 1981 recommendation
was superseded with a new safety rec-
ommendation because acceptable action had
not been taken by FAA.

RUNWAY INCURSIONS

The Safety Board’s concerns about runway
incursions are heightened by adverse trends
in recent years. Although there was a slight
downward trend in runway incursions from
1990 to 1993, the trend has been moving up-
ward since then. In 1997, there were 300 incur-
sions, up from 275 the previous year. In 1998,
there were 326 incursions. According to the
FAA, the monthly rate in September 1998—
0.73 incursions per 100,000 operations—was
the highest monthly rate in 11 years.

The FAA stated, ‘‘We are finalizing the
program implementation plan . . . we expect

to publish the plan in April 1999 . . . we are
well aware that were must provide appro-
priate funds . . .

Comment.—The Safety Board has ex-
pressed its disappointment that the FAA
failed to fund its program office for runway
incursions for more than two years. This
safety issue needs coordination and overall
direction by the FAA, which had been the
function of the program office. The Board is
pleased that the FAA is now committing
itself to the necessary coordination and
funding, and will review the FAA’s plans and
budgets when they are provided. The Board
hopes that the FAA will meet its target date
of April 1999.

The FAA stated, ‘‘We have on-site evalua-
tions underway.’’

Comment.—The Safety Board is aware that
several initiatives have been started and
tested by the FAA, but too few of these have
been completed. The Board will continue to
evaluate the FAA’s runway incursion pro-
gram based on completed programs and
equipment that is placed in operation. For
example, the Safety Board notes that several
AMASS units may be ‘‘fielded’’ or ‘‘de-
ployed’’, but the Board further notes that
none are currently operational and the FAA
has not projected an operational date.

f

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take my
Special Order at this time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

f

NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, the
National Cancer Institute estimates
that over 8 million Americans alive
today have a history of cancer. Before
the millennium, it is expected that
over one million new cancer cases will
be diagnosed. Just in this decade, ap-
proximately 12 million patients will
have cancer detected.

This year it is anticipated that over
500,000 Americans will succumb to can-
cer. That is over 1,500 people per day.
Today, cancer is the second leading
cause of death in the United States, ex-
ceeded only by heart disease. A bright
spot in this tragic picture is the fact
that when all cancers are combined,
the 5-year survival rate is 60 percent.

So I am pleased to rise today to high-
light the excellent work being done at
Washington State University’s Cancer
Prevention and Research Center, a cen-
ter that is in my own district in Pull-
man, Washington, to help win this
fight against cancer.

This center in Pullman is the focal
point for cancer research at Wash-
ington State University. The center is
located within the College of Phar-
macy, where cancer is the core of the
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